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COMMENTS TO PRE-FINAL (95%) RD FOR OU1

LCP CHEMICALS SUPERFUND SITE, BRUNSWICK, GEORGIA

TO:

FROM:
THROUGH:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

CONTRACT NO:

Pam Scully, EPA Task Order Contracting Officer’s Representative
David Traylor, HGL Project Manager

W. Alan Rittgers, HGL CLIN2 Program Manager

September 24, 2021

Review Comments for the PRPs’ 95% RD

LCP Chemicals Superfund Site Operable Unit 1, Brunswick, Georgia
68HE0318D0006

TASK ORDER NO: 68HE0421F0028

This document conveys HydroGeoLogic, Inc. (HGL) comments to the Pre-Final (95%) Remedial
Design (RD) prepared for the subject site by the Potentially Responsible Party (PRP). The 95%
RD report was received from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on August 30, 2021.
The document was reviewed, and comments were developed by the HGL Senior Engineer, Todd
Harbage; the HGL Surface Water/Sediment Subject Matter Expert, Shane Cherry; and the Black
and Veatch Senior Engineer, Edward Hicks.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment 1:

Comment 2:

Several references were provided to calculations that had been conducted
during the RD, but no specific references to the locations of the calculations
in the appendices were identified. Please add specific references to these
calculations.

For clarity, provide both the appendix name and designation when
referencing appendices (not just appendix designation or name).

SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO 95% RD

Comments on the Basis of Design Report (BODR) main text:

Comment 3:

Comment 4:

Section 2.1.5.5 Solidification/Stabilization Treatment Evaluation —
Provide a summary of locations that were selected for solidification/
stabilization treatment testing evaluation to provide an understanding of the
basis for this evaluation.

Section 2.3 Hydrodynamics — This section refers the reader to the
appendices to the Feasibility Study for additional detail. More detail should
be included in the text of this Section specifically pertaining to anticipated
storm-event sediment dynamics in the channels. The text, as written,
presents the general conclusion that the Site is “net depositional” and that
day-to-day tidal fluctuations are unlikely to mobilize sediments in the marsh
areas outside of the tidal channels. The text does not explain whether the
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Comment 5:

Comment 6:

Comment 7:

Comment 8:

Comment 9:

Comment 10:

persistence and effectiveness of the remedy, specifically the backfill within
the channels, would be impacted by large storm events that flood the marsh
beyond day-to-day tidal cycles. More content should be added to this
Section regarding the effects of storm events on hydrodynamics and
sediment dynamics. The purpose would be to document that the effects of
storm events, and not just day-to-day tidal fluctuations, were considered and
adequately addressed by the RD.

Section 2.5 Summary of Previous Remedial Actions — Provide references
to specific reports for further details of previous remedial actions.

Section 3 Dredging — Assuming a 2 feet dredge depth (18 inches fixed
depth and 6 inch allowance over dredge), calculations for areas shown in
Table 3-2 (Approximate Dredge Volumes), the total volume shown in Table
3-2 of 31,937 cubic yards (CY) is approximately 92% of the total, which
would be calculated (34,836 CY) using the assumed areas provided
(470,293 square feet). A note should be added to the table to clarify how the
excavation volumes were calculated.

Section 4 Dredged Material Handling, Transport, and Disposal — The
estimated total quantities of sediment stabilized/solidified should be
defined.

Section 5 Backfilling — Limited justification was provided to explain the
reduced volumes of backfill compared to the volumes of dredged sediment
(12 inches backfill versus 18 to 24 inches dredged sediment). Hydraulic
modeling should be performed to determine the impacts from the reduced
volume of backfill.

Section 5.2 Backfill Materials and Borrow Sources, second to last
paragraph — The statement, “Given the steep slopes present in some
channel areas, the dredge prism was designed to have a 3H:1V slope at the
perimeter of the dredge cuts to promote stability of the post-backfill
surface.” Further detail should be added to this Section to document these
slope stability considerations, including: (1) How steep are the “steep
slopes” present in some channel areas compared to the proposed 3H:1V
slope design; (2) Are those steep slopes natural features that formed in
response to hydrodynamic and sediment dynamic processes; (3) Are they
likely to form again in those locations as the system equilibrates after the
remedy is implemented; and (4) Does the backfill placement on those slopes
account for localized erosion in those locations.

Section 5.4 Sequence and Placement Techniques — The text indicates that
post-dredged subgrade is estimated to settle no more than 1 inch within 30
days of placement of 12 inches of backfill, but consolidation settling may
be more than 1 inch in localized areas where the dredged material was low
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Comment 11:

Comment 12:

Comment 13:

Comment 14:

Comment 15:

Comment 16:

density/highly organic material. A sentence should be added to this Section
that identifies the tolerance/allowable variance for final elevations and
refers to the Technical Specification where that tolerance is specified.

Section 6 Thin Layer Cover — Add a sentence to this Section identifying
the design thickness (or range of thickness) for the thin layer cover (TLC).
It is specified in Appendix A (Engineering Drawings) but should also be
included within the BODR text in this Section.

Section 6 Thin Layer Cover — Provide the anticipated water volumes used
in the TLC slurry mixture application.

Section 6.1 Design Assumptions, last paragraph — This Section
concludes with the statement “The existing marsh clay is expected to settle
under the load of the applied thin cover. Based upon a review of the Thin
Cover Pilot Study survey data, up to 3 inches of combined consolidation of
placed materials and underlying settlement can be expected within 1 year
of placement of the thin cover.” Marsh ecological communities are very
sensitive to small changes in elevation, especially at the transitions between
adjacent habitat types. Add a statement to this Section that notes whether
that amount of settlement is acceptable or impactful to the marsh ecosystem
and that references the report section or appendix where it is discussed in
more detail.

Section 6.3 Thin Cover Equipment Selection and Production Rate,
Thin cover thickness bullet — This bullet states, “Results from the Thin
Cover Pilot Study have shown that marsh grasses will reestablish effectively
in either a 6-inch minimum or 9-inch minimum thin cover layer, although
the 6-inch portions of the Pilot Study area have generally recovered more
quickly.” This statement is relevant but does not identify the target thickness
of the TLC. It is specified in Appendix A (Engineering Drawings) but
should also be included within the BODR text in this Section.

Section 7 Site Restoration — This Section does not specifically discuss
restoration of the loading/offloading area at the end of the causeway where
dredged material will be transferred from scows to trucks. Clarify whether
the loading/offloading area will be subject to site restoration or will remain
in place for future use. If the loading/offloading area is to be restored, the
details describing how it will be restored should be added.

Section 7.2.2 Upland — Grass seed application is specified for the
restoration of the Laydown Area. A reference to the Site Restoration
Technical Specification (Section 32 30 00) should be included. The
anticipated type of grass seed should be included in the Specification.
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Comment 17:

Comment 18:

Comment 19:

Comment 20:

Comment 21:

Comment 22:

Comment 23:

Section 8.1.2 Water Treatment — The anticipated actual and permitted
water quantities and flow rates that will be treated by the Water Treatment
System should be provided.

Section 8.1.3 Backfill and Thin Cover Materials, Table 8-1 Backfill
Gradation Requirements — The headings appear to be incorrect. The first
column labeled “Operable Unit” specifies material grain size and appears
to be sieve numbers. The second column titled “Feature” appears to be
“percent finer than”. The column titles should be revised. A note to the table
should be added to clarify that the first column refers to U.S. Standard
Sieves (or the correct reference for the contents of the first column).

Section 9 Environmental Considerations, Controls and Monitoring —
References to Section 13 (Long-Term Monitoring) and Appendix | (Long-
Term Monitoring Plan) should be added.

Section 9.3 Water Quality, second to last paragraph — This Section
includes the statement, “The Advisory Level for the monitoring buoys data
will be 50 nephelometric turbidity units (“NTU”) above background, where
background is defined as the lowest of the three monitoring buoy
measurements.” There may be situations where all three monitoring buoy
locations are affected by elevated turbidity resulting from remedial
operations. A statement should be added to indicate how buoy placement
adjustments may be used to avoid that situation.

Section 11 Permit Equivalency — A detailed permit review was discussed
in this Section, but no reference was provided to describe how the review
would be conducted and documented. Further detail on the detailed permit
review should be provided.

Section 13 Long-Term Monitoring, second to last paragraph — This
Section concludes with the statement “Tissue samples will be analyzed for
mercury, Aroclor 1268, and lipids (finfish only).” The statement should be
revised for clarity to read: “All tissue samples will be analyzed for mercury
and Aroclor 1268. Finfish will be analyzed for mercury, Aroclor 1268, and
lipids.”

Section 13 Long-Term Monitoring — A reference should be added that
Appendix | (Long-Term Monitoring Plan) details the applicability to
Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs).

Comments on Appendix A — Engineering Drawings

Comment 24:

As indicated in the BODR and Appendix B (Technical Specifications), the
dredging/backfill areas along Purvis Creek will use turbidity curtains during
the excavation and backfill process. However, the locations of the turbidity
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curtains are not indicated on the drawings. Although the Specifications
indicate that the Remedial Action Contractor is responsible for describing
turbidity curtain implementation in the Marine Resuspension Control Plan,
a callout should be added to the Engineering Drawings indicating the
anticipated, approximate locations of the turbidity curtains.

Comment 25: Sheet C06 Environmental Control Details — The detail for catch basin
protection with straw bales was included in the 50% RD, but not the 95%
RD. If no catch basin requires protection, then the change is acceptable. If
catch basins are present, then the catch basin protection detail should be
added or the applicable alternate detail should be noted.

Comments on Appendix B — Technical Specifications

Comment 26: Section 01 11 00 Summary of Work, Part 1, Paragraph 1.7,
Subparagraph B.6 — A reference to the Specification (Section 35 20 24
Dredged Material Management and Processing) that describes the
procedures and techniques for stabilization and dewatering of dredged
sediment should be added.

Comment 27: Section 31 05 13 Soils and Aggregates, Part 2, Paragraph 2.2 — A
reference to the project-specific additional requirements provided in
Paragraph 3.2 (Material Testing Requirements) for chemical and
geotechnical testing should be added.

Comment 28: Section 31 11 00 Site Clearing, Part 3, Paragraph 3.5 — The paragraph
should be revised to state whether the use of herbicides is acceptable or
prohibited. If herbicides are acceptable, references for completion of an
Herbicide Application Plan and associated qualifications should be added.

Comment on Appendix G — Construction Quality Assurance Plan (CQAP)

Comment 29: Section 4.7.1 Backfill Material Quality Verification and Section 4.8.1
Thin Cover Material Quality Verification — The proposed analyses do
not include EPA SW-846 Method 8081 for organochlorine pesticides. As
these compounds are ubiquitous in soils associated with rural farming
activities and termite control, this analytical method should be added. This
method should also be added to Appendix B (Technical Specification 31 05
13 Soils and Aggregates, Section 3.2).

Comment 30: Appendix G CQAP, Section 4.8.1 Thin Cover Material Quality
Verification, page 24, third to last and last paragraph — This Section
seems to indicate that the maximum 12 inches of thin cover placement is
only allowable “within the temporary mat roads”. However, this provision
is not included in Appendix B (Technical Specifications) Section 35 02 00
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Comment 31:

Backfill and Thin Layer Cover. This difference between the Specification
and the CQAP should be resolved.

Appendix G CQAP, Section 4.14.1 Restoration Plantings, page 31,
fourth paragraph — The paragraph includes the sentence, “Placement will
be verified in Section 4.8.2.” The only CQAP description of topsoil
placement is included in Section 4.7. However, Section 4.7 does not address
verification. The Section reference to 4.8.2 should be replaced with a
reference to Section 4.7. Topsoil verification procedures should be added to
Section 4.7.

Comments on Appendix H — Transportation and Off-Site Disposal Plan (TODP)

Comment 32:

Comment 33:

Comment 34:

The example for hazardous waste disposal only references polychlorinated
biphenyls and associated Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA) criteria.
Criteria should be added for non-TSCA contaminants of concern (COCs)
such as mercury.

General waste acceptance/transport criteria for each of the types of wastes
should be added.

Figures 2a, 2b, and 2c are referenced but are not included. These figures
should be added to the TODP, including the TODP Table of Contents.

Comments on Appendix | — Long-Term Monitoring Plan (LTMP)

Comment 35:

The LTMP quotes EPA as stating that it may take decades to achieve RAOs,
but the plan only covers a 5-year period after the Remedial Action is
completed. The proposed monitoring plan will document whether RAOs
have been met within 5 years, and failing that, the plan will document
whether performance metrics attached to the RAOs are trending toward
meeting the RAOs. What will happen if RAOs are not met at 5 years? Will
monitoring continue until RAOs are met? Later in the plan, there is a section
on adaptive management that partially answers this question. However, the
contingency/corrective actions included in the plan only include (1) assess
the monitoring data and consider revisions to the monitoring approach at
year 5, (2) EPA will consider the monitoring results after 5 years and weigh
whether a technically infeasible waiver is warranted for surface water.
Typically, an adaptive management plan identifies more possible corrective
measures and possible adjustments including tweaks to the active remedy.
Section 5 (RAO Attainment and Adaptive Management) should be
expanded to include more potential contingency/corrective measures such
as those specified in this comment and the specific monitoring results that
would trigger them.
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Comment 36:

Comment 37:

Comment 38:

Comment 39:

The LTMP indicates that more detailed information on sampling locations
and methods will be provided in the Site-specific Field Sampling Plan and
more detailed information on analyses methods would be provided in the
Site-specific Quality Assurance Project Plan. The requirements for the
content of these documents should be added to the BODR or the LTMP.

Section 2.3.2 Benthic Community Assessment, second paragraph — This
section includes the statement, “As USEPA recognizes, multiple factors
beyond contaminant concentrations impact benthic communities. These
factors include particle size, organic carbon content, habitat, elevation, and
tidal position within the system (USEPA, 2015). Therefore, reference
locations will not be sampled.” While recovery of benthic communities is
affected by the factors listed, that fact does not preclude the value of
reference location data. The effects of those factors may be controlled by
careful site selection of the reference locations. Reference location data
provides valuable context for evaluating unexpected trends in ecological
recovery. Other components of the monitoring plan include reference
locations. Reference locations should be included in areas unaffected by
COCs to provide context for interpreting recovery trends within remediated
areas. Alternately, a more robust justification should be included for
excluding reference areas beyond the statement quoted above.

Sections 2.3.2.2, 3.3.1.2, and 4.3.4 Sample Analysis - The
qualification/certification requirements for the laboratories providing
chemical/biological/tissue analyses should be added to the BODR or the
LTMP.

Section 4.3.1 Tissue Sampling for Human Health Exposure, second
paragraph — The paragraph indicates that Gibson Creek is Zone 1.
However, Figure 5 is referenced, which does not show Gibson Creek in
Zone |. This difference in Section 4.3.1 and Figure 5 should be resolved.

Comments on Appendix J — Project Schedule

Comment 40:

Durations for obtaining pre-construction permits should be added.

Comments on Appendix K — Operations and Maintenance Plan

Comment 41:

Comment 42:

Section 1.2 Summary of Planned Remedial Action — This Section lists
9,000 CY of thin cover while Section 1.2 of Appendix G (CQAP) and
Section 2.3 of Appendix L (Institutional Controls Plan) list 10,000 — 14,000
CY of thin cover. This difference in thin cover volumes should be resolved.

Section 4.1 Habitat Restoration Maintenance—Warranty Period — This
Section should specify the frequency of the inspections during the warranty
period.
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Comments on Appendix L — Institutional Controls Plan (ICP)

Comment 43:

The basis of the ICP as stated is for only 1 year, primarily during the
Operable Unit (OU) 1 construction period. However, long-term monitoring
(LTM) continues for a minimum of 5 years. ICP activities that extend over
the duration of LTM should be indicated.

EDITORIAL COMMENTS TO 95% RD

Comment 44:

Comment 45:

Comment 46:

Comment 47:

Comment 48:

Comment 49:

Comment 50:

Comment 51:

Comment 52:

Section 1.1 Site Description and Background, Page 1 —“...a power plant
operated by Georgia Power from the 1030s to the 1950s”. Replace 1030s
with 1930s.

Section 2.1.4.1 Regional and Local Geology, Second paragraph —
Replace “course” with “coarse”.

Appendix B Technical Specification Section 35 20 24 Dredged Material
Management and Processing — Replace 35 20 23 in the footer with
35 20 24.

Appendix B Technical Specification Section 35 80 00 Marine
Resuspension Controls, Paragraph 1.3, Subparagraph A.1.l — The
sentence states, “A description of the Contractor’s water quality monitoring
program, which shall include the following, at a minimum:”. Add the
missing text.

Appendix B Technical Specification Section 35 80 00 Marine
Resuspension Controls, Paragraph 3.5, Subparagraph B — Replace the
reference to Part 3.6 with Part 3.5.

Appendix B Technical Specification Section 35 80 00 Marine
Resuspension Controls, Paragraph 3.6, Subparagraph A — The
inspection frequency description should be revised for clarity.

Appendix G CQAP, Section 4.6.1 Removal Verification, page 17,
second paragraph — Replace the reference to Engineering Drawings C-13
to C-17 with a reference to Engineering Drawings C-7 to C-14.

Appendix G CQAP, Section 4.6.1 Removal Verification, page 17, last
paragraph — Replace the reference to Specification 02 21 12 — Surveying
with 02 21 13 — Surveying.

Appendix G CQAP, Section 4.6.1 Removal Verification, page 19, last
paragraph — The sentence should be revised for clarity.
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Comment 53:

Comment 54:

Comment 55:

Comment 56:

Comment 57:

Comment 58:

Comment 59:

Comment 60:

Appendix G CQAP, Section 4.7 Backfilling, page 19, last paragraph —
Replace the reference to Section 4.6.2 with a reference to Section 4.6.1.

Appendix G CQAP, Section 4.7 Backfilling, page 20, Verification of
Import Material Quality bullet — Replace the reference to Section 4.6.1
with a reference to Section 4.7.1.

Appendix G CQAP, Section 4.7.2 Thickness Verification, page 22, first
paragraph — Replace the reference to Section 4.5 with a reference to
Section 4.6.1.

Appendix G CQAP, Section 4.8 Thin Cover Placement, page 23,
Verification of Import Material Quality bullet — Replace the reference to
Section 4.6.1 with a reference to Section 4.7.1.

Appendix G CQAP, Section 4.8.1 Thin Cover Material Quality
Verification, page 23, second paragraph — Replace the reference to
Section 4.6.1 with a reference to Section 4.7.1.

Appendix G CQAP, Section 4.14.1 Restoration Plantings, page 31,
bulleted list at end of Section — Replace “pre-conditions” with “pre-
conditioned”. Replace “sizes of desiccation” with “signs of desiccation”.

Appendix G CQAP, Section 4.15 Water Quality Monitoring, page 33,
second paragraph — Replace the reference to Section 7 with a reference to
Section 6.

Appendix | LTMP, Section 5 RAO Attainment and Adaptive
Management, third paragraph — The third sentence is a fragment. The
sentence should be revised.
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Comments to 95% RD related to EPA Region 4’s letter dated March 2, 2021 - (Comments on
Initial (50%) Remedial Design for Operable Unit 1 LCP Chemicals Site, Brunswick, Georgia)

(Note: Inconsistencies were observed in the comment numbering between the letter dated March
2, 2021, and the PRP response to comments. Due to the length and complexity of the LTM
comment, the comment numbering used in the PRP response to comments is used below to
reference the March 2, 2021 EPA comments.)

EPA Region 4 Comments on the 50% RD BODR main text:

Comment 61:

Comment 62:

Comment 63:

Comment 64:

Comment 65:

General Comment 1, and Specific Comments 3-5, 7-15, 17, 18, and 20 —
Based on the review of the comments, responses, and updated 95% RD
documents, these comments appear to have been appropriately addressed.

Specific Comment 2, Section 1.1.2 Clean Up Levels and Comment 19,
Section 6 Thin Layer Cover — Some sections address or note the surface-
weighted average concentrations (SWACs), but the text still does not
indicate how the SWACs were determined. Please add an explanation of
how the SWACs were determined.

Specific Comment 6, Sections 2.1.5.4 Elutriate Water Testing and
Section 2.1.5.5 Solidification/Stabilization Treatment Evaluation —
Although a summary of waste stabilization results was provided, the initial
sample data provided in Table 2-2 does not appear to have been initially
very contaminated, thus the solidification results do not seem to be very
conclusive. Please elaborate on whether the COC concentrations in the
initial sample data indicate the need for further solidification/stabilization
treatment evaluation or increased admixture dosage rates during the
Remedial Action.

Specific Comment 16, Section 3.2.1 Engineered Dredge Prisms — The
response addresses the comment, but the text was not revised accordingly.
Please revise.

Specific Comment 21, Section 7.2.2 Upland — The text was revised to
address the comment, but the response incorrectly lists the sampling rate as
one sample per 1,000 linear feet of road. The sampling rate included in
Section 7.22 is one sample per 2,500 tons of stockpiled gravel. Please
reconcile the sampling rate.

EPA Reqgion 4 Comment on the 50% RD Appendix A — Engineering Drawings

Comment 66:

Comment 22 — Based on the review of the comment, response, and updated
95% RD Engineering Drawings, this comment appears to have been
appropriately addressed.
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EPA Region 4 Comments on the 50% RD Appendix | - LTMP

Comment 67:

Comment 68:

Comment 69:

Comment 70:

Comment 71:

Comment 72:

Comments 23, 24b, 25, 26, 28b, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 36, and 37 — Based on
the review of the comments, responses, and updated 95% RD documents,
these comments appear to have been appropriately addressed.

Comment 24a, Section 9.4 Long-Term Monitoring, RAO 2 and
Comment 27a and 27b, RAO 5 — The comment was addressed in text of
the LTMP as indicated, but only assessment of mummichog and fiddler crab
was included, and not grass shrimp and blue crab as indicated in the Record
of Decision (ROD).

Comment 27c, Section 9.4 Long-Term Monitoring, RAO 5 — The
response did not accept the comment recommendation for the use of
sediment preliminary remediation goals (Section 8.1.1 of ROD) for Fish,
Wildlife, and Humans. Although a justification was provided, this is a
deviation from the ROD.

Comment 28a, Section 9.4 Long-Term Monitoring, RAO 6 — The
response addressed need for sampling, but the proposed sampling schedule
was Years 1, 3, and 5 years. The comment recommended a sampling
schedule of 6 months.

Comment 31, Section 9.4 Long-Term Monitoring — The response did not
provide a rationale for not including porewater sampling in the LTMP.

Comment 35, Section 9.4 Long-Term Monitoring — Response appears to
be reasonable (e.g., tracking changes in type and abundance of vegetation
species, but have used invasive species as an example.
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